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I. INTRODUCTION
In the 21st century, due to advancements in information, communication, and computational technologies, public
agencies and governance processes have undergone a steady transformation. Policy making at all levels is
increasingly handled through collaboration between state and non-state agencies [Kettl, 2000; Koontz and Thomas,
2006]. In the beginning of his administration, President Obama issued a memorandum that government should be
1
open, transparent, collaborative, and participatory. As a result, open and participatory initiatives are on the rise for
solving complex social challenges [Desouza, 2012; Johnston and Hansen, 2011]. Public agencies are required to be
transparent, collaborative, and participatory [Desouza and Bhagwatwar, 2012b] as they achieve their mission and
serve the public. Advancement in information technology offers avenues for increased multidimensional (vertical and
horizontal) interactions among diverse stakeholders for solving complex problems.
While information technology is increasingly becoming the intermediary through which people connect with one
another, there is counterintuitive evidence that technology is also deepening the divide among people. Sherry Turkle
[2011] in her book Alone Together argues that today we expect more from technology and less from each other. She
contends that the increasing dependence on technology accompanied by depleting one-to-one interaction is
resulting in a loss of trust and sense of belonging among people. Turkle asserts that using technology as a medium
of interaction allows people to concentrate on other aspects of life than building social-interpersonal relationships
with each other; thus, it scatters people in space and time. One could counter argue that technology alone enables
connections, and the quality of connection largely depends upon the design of the platform. Thus, we ask in this
research, can the design of the platform generate empathetic feelings among stakeholders to provide an
understanding of the claims and interest of other stakeholders as legitimate?
In this article we introduce policy informatics as an emerging research space. Policy informatics is the study of how
information systems are leveraged toward solving complex public policy problems [Desouza, 2011]. We illustrate the
role of human-centered participatory platforms in facilitating collaborative, and productive, deliberations on policy
issues. We focus on the critical concept of empathy. Empathy is the act of gaining insights into other people’s lives,
which allows a better understanding of others’ situations and reality [Segal, 2007a]. Gerdes and Segal [2009] argue
that the concept of empathy is one of the foundational elements for healthy relationships for humans interacting in
any social system.
The concept of empathy is used widely and has provoked some considerable confusion [Morrell, 2010]. Confusion
arises when scholars use the term “empathy” as synonymous with “sympathy.” According to Segal [2007a], there
exists a considerable difference between sympathy and empathy. In her view, when we empathize with other
people, we open ourselves up to understanding others’ opinions, thereby empowering them with the capacity to
legitimately express their experiences and perspectives in a manner that directly impacts their current situation. On
the other hand, when we are sympathetic to another group (e.g., poor), we endow them with charity to address their
situation while maintaining social distance. The distinction between empathy and sympathy is crucial from a policy
perspective. The concept of empathy is deeply rooted in the concept of democracy. Morrell [2010] argues that
today’s democracies are struggling to fulfill the promise of equal consideration, and this promise can be
accomplished by privileging empathy with a central role in policy making. Empathetic individuals, if they are in
decision-making positions, are more influenced by their understanding of others’ positions and situations when
choosing their own course of action [Segal, 2007a, p. 76].
On one hand, disciplines like social work, psychology, neuroscience, education, and so on, are using empathy as a
useful tool for improving communication in face-to-face interactions; on the other hand, the concept of empathy
seems to be negligent from the discussion of disciplines like IS and policy deliberation research. Although the
concept of empathy is widely explored in face-to-face interactions, critics argue that technology-mediated
collaboration platforms based on textual communication, such as discussion forums, are unable to capture these
expressions and strip the richness of interactions upon which empathy is engendered. From this vantage point, IS
discipline is far removed from other disciplines [Miaskiewicz and Monarchi, 2008], but technology-mediated
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growing toolset for engendering empathetic feelings between participants as people become more dependent on
technology to interact.
The rest of the article is organized as follows. First, we provide an introduction to the discipline of policy informatics,
outlining its dimensions and implications for policy deliberations. Next, drawing from different disciplines, we
introduce the concept of empathy, and outline the role of empathy within policy informatics in facilitating enhanced
conversions among diverse stakeholders. Following this, we outline the importance of understanding one type of
information system, interactive computer simulations, when designing participatory platforms to generate ‘synthetic
empathy’. The article concludes with an outlook on the role of information systems research within the policy
informatics agenda.

II. POLICY INFORMATICS: AN EMERGING RESEARCH SPACE
Policy informatics is the study of how computational and communication technology is leveraged to specifically
understand and address complex public policy and administration problems and realize innovations in governance
processes and institutions [Desouza and Johnston, Forthcoming]. It is built on the fundamental premise that
information can be efficiently and effectively mobilized to enable evidence-driven policy design, implementation, and
analysis in a legitimated governance environment. Policy informatics advances the goal of building public institutions
that are transparent, collaborative, and participatory. Although a relatively new discipline, three distinct research
clusters are emerging in analysis, governance infrastructures, and processes. Research within the analysis cluster
focuses on: (1) harvesting data reservoirs to generate evidence; (2) visualizing information and relationships
between heterogeneous information sets to make sense of a problem space; and (3) simulating and modeling
complex environments to understand the efficacy of policy interventions under various scenarios and their
associated outcomes. Research within the governance infrastructures cluster focuses on: (1) building the nextgeneration of public institutions; (2) designing open, collaborative, and participatory governance frameworks and
platforms; (3) building participatory platforms to leverage collective intelligence; and (4) advancing the innovative
capacity of public institutions with technology. Research within the processes cluster focuses on: (1) understanding
how the infusion of technology changes policy processes and the individual and group levels; (2) infusing and
provisioning information in, and around, administrative processes; and (3) leveraging the power of networks through
technologies toward collaborative governance.
A focus on policy informatics is vital today for a number of reasons. First, there are no simple answers or easy
interventions to solve grand social challenges. Complex information, multiple intervening variables, dynamic
environmental conditions, and a multitude of diverse overlapping, legitimate, but competing stakeholders are found
in almost all policy challenges [Desouza and Lin, 2011; Kim, Johnston, and Kang,2011]. To truly devise interventions
that have efficacy in these spaces is an ongoing challenge that requires an all-of-the-above approach. Today, we
can model complex systems, design new platforms, engage multiple stakeholders concurrently, and study them to
test out various strategies [Keller, Desouza, and Lin, 2010]. Hence, we can move toward evidence-driven policy
interventions.
Second, policy interventions are costly, time consuming, and often irreversible. Costs range from the financial
outlays, to reducing confidence in government because of opaque policy processes that disadvantage some, to the
equally devastating negative impacts on the livelihoods of citizens. Leveraging technologies in the policy process
can reduce the costs associated with decision-making, and helps decision-makers to take into consideration various
perceptions associated with problems. Consider the case of the U.S. Census Bureau [Desouza and Bhagwatwar,
2012a], for whom mailing back census packages continues to be a challenge. During a census, 120 million
questionnaire packages are mailed, and 134 million housing units are contacted by mail or in person. Each 1
percent increase in mail-back response rate saves taxpayers about $85 million in door-to-door follow-up work. The
advertising cost for a decennial census comes to $1.20 per person in the United States. The cost to mail the census
back is $0.42 per household. But, if an enumerator is sent to knock on the door, that cost increases over a
hundredfold to an average of $57 per returned form. Through the use of technologies, the U.S. Census Bureau was
able to save $1.87 billion and come in $1.6 billion under budget during the 2010 Census [Desouza and Bhagwatwar,
2012a]. Moreover, the Census Bureau was able to engage with the population in deeper ways than in prior efforts
through leveraging technological innovations like social media platforms.
Third, technologies make available new platforms for public participation in the policy processes. Public deliberation
involves the interaction between people and government agencies through mechanisms like discussion, critical
listening, judicious argument, and earnest decision-making [Gastil, 2000] with respect to identifying solutions to
shared public problems. Realizing the potential of public deliberation with citizens, government agencies have
started to create forums to strengthen the dialogue between the public and government [Carpini, Cook, and Jacobs,
2004]. In addition to employing common methods, like open town meetings and public hearings, government
agencies have started adopting technological solutions that promote dialogue between citizens and government
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[Williamson and Fung, 2004]. Williamson and Fung [2004] identify several goals of public deliberation: (1) increase
the character of participation by involving as many individuals as possible; (2) increase the quality of deliberation by
allowing people from diverse backgrounds to express their opinions; (3) educate citizens and government officials
with information, knowledge, and skills required to deliberate; (4) increase official accountability by asking
government officials to explain their actions (or lack thereof) in specific projects or situations; (5) reduce the socioeconomic bias of deliberation forums by selecting and recruiting population groups that are otherwise
underrepresented; and (6) develop sustainable political and financial support for deliberation forums.
Through the advances in information systems, we are seeing an explosion in the number of technology-enabled
participatory platforms for civic engagement. Government agencies are also exploring various participatory platforms
and institutional arrangements that encourage citizens to engage in the policy making process. These platforms
include online discussion forums, social networks like Facebook, smartphone-based applications, and audio/video
2
capable websites. Consider two illustrative examples. The State of California's open government initiative aims at
providing citizens with access to government information and processes. This includes information on topics such as
proposed city projects, state laws and acts, and upcoming open government meetings. In addition, the initiative also
motivates government departments to initiate their own channels to solicit citizen opinion on policy issues. The
California Unemployment Office and the Department of Motor Vehicles started using social media as a way to share
information about offered services, and to solicit citizen opinion on how to make these services better [Howard,
2010]. The U.S. Department of Health and Human Services (HHS) and the Center for Disease Control and
Prevention (CDC) employs technology platforms to create awareness about pandemics like H1N1. Increasingly,
social media platforms like Facebook are used to inform people about pandemic situations like H1N1 in their locality.
By employing discussion forums and online forms, these agencies receive innovative suggestions from people to
prevent the spread of pandemics.
Fourth, the advancement in technology and trend toward collaborative governance pose challenges, yet offer
opportunities for public agencies. The changing environment challenges public agencies to move beyond traditional
top-down decision-making to more collaborative decision-making involving dialogue with non-state actors. This form
of collaborative decision-making processes compels public agencies to develop relationships with non-state actors,
and view public engagement with a different lens [Catlaw and Jordon, 2009]. From this vantage point, individuals in
public agencies need to develop skill sets for effective communication for improving dialogue between state and
non-state agencies. Particularly, this means managing multidimensional communication between, within, and
outside public agencies, requiring management of massive information channels. In this light, the capacity
enhancement will help government agencies to effectively regulate resources within private and public sectors for
achieving high quality public service while serving the public intent that is as heterogeneous as the public. Simply
put, public agencies have to take a proactive stance toward leveraging technology toward the solving of social
problems and protecting a nation's interest and value, else they risk losing their relevance and legitimacy.

III. EMPATHY: A REDISCOVERED KEY TO SOCIAL INTERACTION
The concept of “empathy” as an integral approach to contemporary societal problems has gained traction in social
work and developmental psychology [Gerdes and Segal, 2009]. Barker [2003] defines empathy as “the act of
perceiving, understanding, experiencing, and responding to the emotional state and ideas of another person” [p.
141]. That is, empathy is the act of imagining and understanding the conditions and perspectives of another person
related to a particular situation that demands an active response [Levenson and Ruef, 1992]. A lack of empathy
among people has been tied to the core of many problems engulfing society [Segal, 2007a, 2007b, 2011]. Results
from social work research indicate that people with high levels of empathy are civic-minded and become responsible
citizens, whereas people who lack empathy exhibit destructive tendencies [Miaskiewicz and Monarchia, 2008; Segal
2007a]. Hoffman [2000] argues that humans automatically feel discomfort when they see other humans in
discomfort. German sociologist Lipps [1903/1979] explained empathy as a psychological experience that is
experienced by individuals while observing others, and some believe that empathy is a key component to personal
growth [Segal, 2007a, 2007b].
Drawing from developmental psychology, Hoffman [2000] proposed a five component empathy model. He classified
the five component model into two categories: (1) three automatic and involuntary (mimicry, conditioning, and direct
association) and (2) two culturally influenced and cognitive (mediated and role-taking). He further argued that infants
learn from their parents and surroundings; thus, empathy can be taught. Gerdes and Segal [2011] developed a three
component empathy model: (1) the affective response to another’s emotions and actions; (2) the cognitive
processing of one’s affective response and another person’s perspective; and (3) the conscious decision-making to
take empathetic action. Empathy is strong among people who identify similarities with each other and who share
2
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their experiences with others [Ickes, 1993]. This human ability to empathize influences how people communicate
feelings and interact with one another [Levenson and Reuf, 1992]. Human expressions, gestures, and body
movements play a key role in communicating empathetic feelings in face-to-face communications.
While the traditional construct of empathy explored in social work research involves face-to-face communication, the
developments in the later half of the 20th century marked a shift toward adoption of interdisciplinary research studies
such as human-computer interaction (HCI), medicine, learning and education, psychology, and neuroscience. In the
following section, we present some examples from aforementioned research studies to illustrate the use of the
concept of empathy in building relationships and shared understanding.

Human-Computer Interaction
One stream of HCI specifically focuses on the importance of empathizing with a user’s feelings as a crucial method
of understanding the nature of user interface that would fit the user’s needs [Black, 1998; Koskinen, Battarbee, and
Mattelmaki, 2003; Wright and McCarthy, 2008]. For example, Fabri, Moore, and Hobbs [2005] studied the
expression of emotions in instant messaging communications and its effect on user’s involvement in the interaction.
Fabri et al. [2005] conducted an experiment consisting of two conditions. In one condition, users interacted with each
other with an instant messaging tool that allowed each user to have a 3D character representation or avatar capable
of displaying facial expressions. In the second condition, users interacted with each other with an instant messaging
tool that only allowed emoticons to express emotions during the online conversation. Emoticons are the small
pictorial representations of one’s feelings used in instant messaging tools. They found that when users interacted
with each other with an avatar capable of depicting their emotions through facial expressions, users felt more
involved in the conversation. Also, due to this empathic conversation, users enjoyed the interaction experience more
than in the other condition.
When designing user interfaces it is important for designers to develop an empathic relation with the user. This
empathic relation is highlighted by a multitude of ethnographic methodologies in HCI such as participant observation
where the designer tries to understand the user’s needs from a technology by empathizing with the problems the
user is facing with the current way of doing work [Dourish, 2006]. Similar methodologies like personas focus on
understanding the unique characteristics of the users who are more likely to engage with the to-be developed
technology artifact [Wright and McCarthy, 2008]. In personas, the HCI expert creates a fictitious profile of a user who
would possibly use an under development system or software. While creating the profile, the HCI expert describes
the various characteristics of this fictitious user such as his age, job, family background, financial situation, and any
disabilities. HCI experts create multiple such personas to understand how each of these users would use the
software or system they are developing. The goal is to better empathize with users of the system and design
software or systems which are more user centric.

Healthcare
The construct of empathy is crucial to understanding doctor-patient communication. For example, Irving and Dickson
[2004] focused on the importance of empathic expressions in the doctor-patient communications. Patients value the
relationship with their doctor, for which empathy is crucial. Patient-centeredness gives high importance to the
doctor’s capability of “entering the patients’ world to see illness through their eyes” [McWhinney, 1989, p. 51]. Irving
and Dickson [2004] suggest that it is possible for doctors to empathize with patients without explicitly expressing
empathy to patients. Empathy does not necessarily have to be explicit communication consisting of words and
statements in a doctor-patient relationship. Skilled health practitioners can convey empathy to their patients through
behavioral components like longer eye contact, facial expression, closer seating distance, and forward leaning
[Authier, 1986]. Similarly, Halpern [2003] emphasized the need for medical educators to recognize their patient’s
empathetic needs. He argued that while doctors have to strive to keep themselves detached from the pain of the
patients in order to treat them, they have to ensure that the patients feel that the doctor cares for their suffering. This
makes it important for the doctor to express empathy through many gestures, facial expressions, and examples of
body language. Hojat et al. [2002] studied the importance of empathy to the patient-physician relationship. The
authors studied 704 physicians in a health facility in the Philadelphia region to identify the components of physician
empathy and the measurement properties. From the analyses of the data gathered through the surveys conducted
for the physicians, the authors found that three factors—perspective taking, compassionate care, and standing in
patients’ shoes—are important to the patient-physician relationship. The term “perspective taking” refers to the
physician’s ability to empathize with the patient’s emotions, and show understanding for his/her perspective toward
the patient’s health situation. While excessive sympathy could cause interference to objectivity in diagnosis and
treatment procedures [Nightingale and Greenberg, 1991], compassionately caring about the patient and maintaining
sympathy at a reasonable distance was identified to be beneficial to the patient-physician relationship. In addition, if
the physician is able to understand the patient’s situation and express that through appropriate gestures and
expressions, it can further strengthen the patient-physician relationship.
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Online Communities
Preece and Ghozati [2001] conducted a study to understand the role of empathy in online communities. They
examined one hundred online communities to understand the influence of empathy in online interactions. They
classified the communities as support communities, referring to communities that focus on patient support for
various medical conditions, and other assorted communities, referring to communities that discuss many cultural,
religious, or sports-related issues. A total of 2,000 messages from these communities were analyzed. They found
that 81 percent of the communities contained some form of empathetic message. Their results illustrate that
empathy in support communities is found to be extraordinarily high as compared to the other assorted communities
that discussed religion, sports, and culture. In addition, the online communities containing a higher number of female
members showed significantly higher empathetic communication.
Ickes [1993] defined empathic accuracy as the “ability to accurately infer the thoughts and feelings of another
person,” which helps “to express these inferred thoughts and feelings in terms that match the actual experience of
the other person” resulting in dialogue for “empathetic communication” (p. 591). People with shared experiences that
are similar in terms of personal aspects build empathic accuracy [Feng, Lazar, and Preece, 2004]. For example,
people with shared cultures or traditions or those who belong to similar occupations relate to each other's
experiences, and are able to develop better empathetic accuracy. Developing technological artifacts or platforms
that facilitate this process of identifying others who have similar experiences can be helpful in promoting empathy
and developing interpersonal trust [Feng et al., 2004]. Platforms that enable people to narrate their stories and
experiences can play a crucial role in the interpersonal trust building and empathy promotion. People search for
others with similar experiences on such platforms so that they can interact with them and develop social bonding.
The stories of personal experience act as a medium for people using the platform to relate to each other and
develop empathetic accuracy. Online platforms with interaction capabilities promote avenues for sharing personal
experience. In addition, such platforms that incorporate search capabilities allow people to seek out others with
similar experiences [Feng et al., 2004].

IV. DESIGNING SYNTHETIC ENVIRONMENTS FOR GENERATING EMPATHY
Interactive computer simulations provide a medium for creating synthetic environments for participants to
experience, perceive the situations of others, and recognize the claims of other members as legitimate, equally
important, and not necessarily competing. These information-rich platforms serve as a medium for facilitating
conversions to communicate empathetic feelings for building a shared understanding of the issues at stake. Thus,
interactive simulations provide an environment for creating ‘synthetic empathy’ that offers participants a rich
information-embedded platform for experiencing, perceiving, and coming to understand the feelings of others.
Evidence from other fields suggests that empathy can be built and transferred through role-playing and mimicking
[Gerdes and Segal, 2009; 2011; Hoffman, 1987, 2000; Segal, 2007a, 2007b, 2011], and the advancement in
technology offers a new platform to leverage information among participants to deliberate on issues. Advancement
in information systems provides tools for designing participatory platforms that can provide a contextual
understanding of complex issues.
Interactive computer simulations represent dynamic social systems [Kriz, 2003], which provide innovative platforms
for facilitating dialogue among diverse stakeholders [Barreteau, Page, and Perez, 2007; Camargo, Jacobi, and
Ducrat, 2007]. Barreteau et al. [2007] argue that computer-based simulation and gaming have immense potential,
and can be used as a training tool to improve required skills for collaborative decision-making. Policy games help
participants to jointly explore the possible space, build a shared understanding of key concepts, and collectively and
creatively search for solutions [Haung and Hutema, 2009]. Role-playing through computer simulations have
immense potential in reducing the distance among players, and are best suited for raising stakeholder’s awareness
about complex issues. It also helps facilitate dialogue to build a shared understanding [Barreteau et al., 2007;
Camargo et al., 2007].
Taking part in the exercise involving interactive simulations enables participants to “create self-referential conditions,
whereby, each user’s decision modifies the other users’ environment and influences their own expected outcomes”
[Barreteau et al., 2007, p. 187]. These forms of interactive simulations not only allow players to make decisions
based on logical thinking, but the playful performance and interaction mobilize emotions and affection among
players and reduce tension [Camargo et al., 2007]. Dray, Perez, Le Page, D’Aquino, and White, [2007] found that by
taking part in the simulation, participants were able to distance themselves from extremists’ views, which helped
participants to adopt new perspectives to resolve conflicts among one another. Similarly, Dionnet, Kuper, Hammani,
and Garin, [2008] found that by participating in a simulation activity, farmers were able to better negotiate with other
farmers in the locality. Furthermore, through their participation in the simulation activity, farmers experienced
improved understanding of the scope and contents of a joint irrigation project. In the simulation field, studies have
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used role-playing as a medium to bring together diverse stakeholders’ perspectives in a participatory learning
environment [Jarmon and Keating, 2008] and affect policy outcomes [Haung and Hutema, 2009].
For learning purposes, interactive computer simulations can provide an “interactive-learning environment” in which
participants can apply what they have just learned into the dynamic scenarios, receive instant feedback, reflect on
what can be improved upon through trial and error, and explore alternative management practices and policy
choices [Kriz, 2003, p. 505]. Thus, interactive simulation provides a rich platform for not only facilitating dialogue
among stakeholders, but also presents information in a more compressible manner for an improved understanding
of others’ perspectives. Consequently, empathy can enable stakeholders to understand and positively respond to
the fact that the claims and demands of others are legitimate, and not necessarily exclusive or competing.

Policy Informatics in Action: Designing Participatory Platforms with Synthetic Empathy
Within a technology-mediated platform, the feeling of understanding is conveyed in a subtle and implicit way via
actions of support for opinions expressed and interactions that involve one person asking the other person how
he/she is feeling. While gestures such as nodding or facial expressions are a means of conveying understanding in
face-to-face communications, technology-mediated textual communications involve implicit actions, like support, as
a way of conveying understanding. Pfeil and Zaphiris [2007] found that negative emotions expressed by the target,
such as problems or worries, are the basis for empathy to occur. Empathy expressed by the empathizer also
contains emotional experiences that relate to the target’s problems or worries. For example, worries expressed by a
person about tough financial situations could receive empathic responses in the form of similar experiences of other
people and how they coped with the bad economic situation. The purpose of such emotional responses is not only to
empathize with the target’s situations but also to suggest a solution that could help the target deal with his/her
problems. As such, emotions are expressed explicitly in online textual communications by both the empathizer and
the target person.
Online participatory platforms like discussion forums provide people with an opportunity to discuss and inform about
the problems they are facing [Pfeil and Zaphiris, 2007]. Often, the respondent is the person who has been through a
similar problem. People who have common experiences share knowledge through online platforms on how to deal
with a situation. This leads to generation of highly emotional and supportive discussions that create empathic
contents on the online platforms.
We provide four examples to illustrate the role of participatory platforms in providing a medium to connect with one
another. These mediums not only encourage participants to share their views but also connect with other
participants who have experienced similar situations. Through their interactions, participants gain knowledge about
the situation of others that leads to generation of empathetic feelings toward the other person. Our goal is to provide
a glimpse into how a study of these types of information systems can lead to fruitful outcomes in realizing the goals
of policy informatics.
3

Example 1: “WaterSim”
WaterSim is an interactive computer simulation developed by Decision Center for Desert City at Arizona State
University. WaterSim is a supply-demand model for the Phoenix metropolitan area designed to: (1) provide an
understanding of the dynamics of complex water management for urban regions; (2) explore the effectiveness of
water policies; (3) explore the uncertainties associated with urban growth and climatic conditions on water usage;
4
and (4) explore complex decision-making processes associated with high levels of uncertainty. WaterSim allows a
wide variety of stakeholders to deliberate on water issues pertaining to the Phoenix metropolitan area and adjust
parameters to change climatic conditions, population growth, agriculture water use, and policy levers. Based on their
adjustment of various parameters, participants receive instant feedback on the impacts of their decisions on future
water availability within the context of other constraints and systems.
WaterSim can be used as an interface to design policy challenges that allow participants to make individual and
collaborative decisions to evaluate the impact of their preference on future water sustainability in the Phoenix
metropolitan area. In our simulation activity, we asked students to interact with WaterSim and deliberate on water
issues. The students were divided into two cities—Phoenix and Surprise. The participants were informed about the
existing disparities between the two cities. Phoenix, being a larger city, had more legal rights and, hence, had
access to more water resources than Surprise (a smaller city on the urban fringes). The simulation activity included
multiple rounds. In each round participants were asked to allocate water tokens as ‘Water Budgets’ to five
categories: residential, industrial, agriculture, urban planning, and ecosystems. The simulation activity included an
3
4
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ultimatum game exercise motivated by game theory to test the impact of power differential on the collective
outcome. As the participants continued the various rounds in the simulation activity, the participants’ roles were
swapped; the participants who were initially in a structurally disadvantaged situation were now in a position of power.
The participants’ roles were intentionally swapped to test if actions toward collective outcome changed after
experiencing the others’ perspective. The purpose of the simulation activity was twofold. First, this simulation
provided students with the opportunity to collaborate in groups and deliberate on critical issues like resource
allocation—to understand the complexities and decisions made under uncertain conditions for sustainable
outcomes. Second, this scenario was explicitly designed to test the impact of power differential among stakeholders
on the deliberation and ultimate outcome of the activity.
This simulation activity provides an example of how interactive computer simulations can provide a platform for
designing simulation activities that can help participants to take on roles to understand, experience, and perceive the
situations of others. The process of deliberation and collaboration imparts learning experiences to students, and
makes them understand the complexities interwoven in making sustainable choices in a collaborative and uncertain
environment. While deliberating on various policy issues related to water management, participants interact with one
another; this interaction with other participants provides them with an opportunity to understand the claims and
preferences of others. By recognizing the ideas and preferences of others as legitimate instead of simply selfserving or competitive, the simulation enables a rich dialogue between the participants and facilitates collaborative
outcomes. Moreover, the decision-making process provides a learning experience to the participants, and helps
them understand the complexities interwoven in a collaborative decision-making process.
5

Example 2: “I Paid a Bribe”
I Paid a Bribe (IPAB) provides an online platform to the people of India for reporting incidents of public and private
sector corruption. IPAB is funded by the Bangalore, India-based nonprofit Janaagraha (meaning “Public
Revolution”), which aims to enable public participation in public governance issues. IPAB was developed to seek a
better understanding of the full extent of corruption in India. Launched in August 2010, the website is recognized as
an avenue for citizen engagement and an innovative way to track corruption [Janaagraha, 2010]. According to the
IPAB website, since its launch in 2010 it has been visited by close to a million people.
IPAB has helped identify several key government departments plagued by corruption. The website allows people to
anonymously report incidents where they had to pay a bribe. People describe the incident in detail, the context of the
incident, and the amount of bribe they had to pay. In total, IPAB has collected reports of close to 15,000 bribery
incidents, totaling to more than 400 million rupees ($10 million). The website tracks corruption by department, city,
and state level. The website also allows citizens to report any incidents where they paid a bribe as well as ones in
which they did not have to pay a bribe and the work was done quickly. To identify government corruption, IPAB
solely depends on the information provided by the citizens of India who come to the website to report any bribe they
have paid.
In addition to providing a platform for citizens to report corruption, the IPAB website also incorporated a forum in
early 2011 where citizens can post ideas to reduce corruption in government. Citizens post their idea in detail along
with their opinion on how this idea would help reduce corruption. Visitors of the website not only read these ideas,
but also suggest ways to improve the idea and its effectiveness in reducing corruption. In addition, people can also
vote for the ideas they like. The top ideas that receive strong support and votes from other visitors of the website are
then analyzed on a frequent basis by a panel of judges, often comprised of personnel from the Prime Minister’s
Office, Income Tax Department, and the Police Department. The panel then selects one idea that the Janaagraha
Group works toward implementing. The citizen who posted the idea also receives recognition in the form of mention
on the IPAB website.
The IPAB platform is an example of how empathy is exhibited on public technology-facilitated participatory
platforms. On the IPAB website, citizens discuss the corruption incidents and relate to each other’s experiences. By
relating to each other’s experiences, citizens feel connected and come to the realization that they are not alone in
being a victim of corruption. In addition, through the discussion forum, citizens express and share their concerns
about how such corruption incidents can negatively impact the nation’s economy as well as society’s moral values.
The forum for expressing ideas for reducing corruption is an example of how empathy expressed through a citizen
participatory platform can result into real action. By recognizing some of the ideas, showcasing them on the website,
and by promising that these ideas will soon be seen in action, the Janaagraha group empathizes with the emotions
of the citizens that visit the website.

5
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Example 3: “Localocracy”
Localocracy is a Web-based platform that allows people from a particular locality to discuss local issues, generate
ideas to solve those issues, and select ideas based on the opinion of others. Initially available only for people in
Amherst, localocracy eventually expanded to other localities in Massachusetts including Arlington, Cambridge,
Granby, Milford, and South Hadley. During the initial phase of the localocracy project, only people who registered on
the website using their voter identification and real names were allowed to discuss issues and contribute ideas.
However, upon realizing the possibilities of innovative solutions that could be generated if people were allowed to
post anonymously, the developers decided to enable this capacity. Localocracy not only provides a platform for
citizens to discuss governance issues, but also allows them to contribute ideas to solve shared problems. The
website harnesses the ideas and intelligence of the community to chalk out solutions to problems. Since people can
also discuss and modify the proposed solutions, the platform also plays a crucial role in refining the innovative ideas
proposed by people. Once citizens on a localocracy are confident about the success and feasibility of their solutions,
they can go ahead and propose the solutions to the appropriate public agency. The selection, acceptance, and
implementation of the solutions remain at the discretion of the public agency. After the initial success of localocracy
and its adoption by an increasing number of municipalities, Huffington Post acquired the platform in October 2011
[Brown, 2011]. This adoption enabled localocracy to experience a rise in the number of visitors.
Localocracy is another example of how empathy sharing through participatory platforms can result into real action. A
key factor that governs the success of these participatory platforms is effective citizen interaction and support for
conveyance of empathy. Citizens on these platforms often are strangers to each other, and the only aspect that
helps them empathize with each other is shared experiences. Citizens relate to each other’s experience that they
post on the platform. In addition, since the platform supports discussion, citizens then comment on the posts
narrating their experiences in a similar context. Citizens also offer suggestions to others and share their knowledge
about how they tackled a particular situation another citizen is facing. For example, if a citizen is having complaints
with the process of getting a driver’s license, she/he can post the issue on localocracy. Citizens who share a similar
experience with the process, or have an understanding of the process, would reply to the post. The post could
generate more interest and get the attention of other visitors who can empathize with any aspects of the post’s
contents. By relating to each other’s experiences and understanding, citizens are able to generate ideas to resolve
local problems of policy informatics.
7

Example 4: “SpeakUpAustin”
SpeakUpAustin is a Web app that allows citizens to post any local problems and participate in discussions related to
the problems. The app was developed and implemented by the City of Austin in Texas. The goal of the app is to
engage citizens in matters of social interest. The app aims at generating innovative solutions to posted local
problems by leveraging the knowledge of citizens. Various local problems are identified by the government
authorities and posted on the platform. The identified problems are organized based on various categories like
public transportation, utilities, and waste. Citizens can read any of the posted problems and propose ideas to resolve
them. In addition, people can also vote for the posted ideas. The ideas with the highest number of votes get
highlighted in the app. By generating awareness about local problems among the people, the government aims to
foster citizen engagement for effective government decision-making related to local problems. The app aims to
solicit participation primarily during the idea generation and voting stages. Implementation of a solution depends
upon the availability of resources. Even during the implementation phase, the public agency encourages people to
provide feedback and keep citizens updated about the progress of the project. The app was launched in the summer
of 2011 and has already accumulated more than 1,300 registered users, more than 450 new ideas, close to 1,000
comments, and more than 4,500 votes on various issues in a short span of time.

V. DISCUSSION
As highlighted in this article, when individuals and groups collaborate to address policy problems, legitimate
competing interests can enable conflicts to arise between members in the network. In this article, we discussed the
role of IS platforms in facilitating deliberations for addressing complex policy issues. A thoughtful application of IS
can help create communication channels and timely feedback for diverse stakeholders to discuss their viewpoints
openly and understand the issues at stake. This can hopefully lead toward resolutions motivated more by collective
action than perceptions of winning and losing. The four examples discussed highlight the role of IS in providing
participants with a deliberation space to exchange ideas, understand each other’s perspectives in the network, and
connect with each other in addressing complex policy issues. This decision-making process provides citizens with
an opportunity to experience the policy space, helps government to connect more with the public, and opens
avenues to achieve the ultimate goal of democracy (i.e., returning power to the people while increasing
6
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accountability [Desouza, 2012; Johnston, 2010]). The understanding of the influence of IS in policy making opens
new opportunities for more interdisciplinary communication between researchers from public policy, public
administration, and IS communities. Until recently, most work on empathy has focused on face-to-face
communication as a medium for empathy generation. Further research is required to understand which affordances
of face-to-face communication can be available in the synthetic spaces. Application of IS can bring a new line of
investigation in advancing perspective taking among participants that are scattered in space and time. The
construction of synthetic spaces opens up possibilities to teach people diverse perspectives through richer
visualizations in addition to narratives and stories. There is a need to integrate findings from other disciplines such
as social work, psychology, and education in designing synthetic environments. The IS designers need to be mindful
of the human-centered designs and focus more on the people component in addition to the technology component
[Miaskiewicz and Monarchi, 2008]. Consequently, more research in this direction will help develop frameworks for
training IS designers to be mindful of the human components in designing participatory spaces for public
deliberation.
Although there is a growing interest in the concept of empathy for addressing targeted social problems such as
bullying [Szalavitz, 2012a], managing stress and emotional regulation ["Empathetic Children More Likely to
Effectively Manage Stress, Behave Prosocially", 2012], and being mindful of others’ perspective [Szalavitz, 2012b],
further research is needed to understand the orientation of self within the perspective of others. There is a need to
understand the tension between the individual self and others while teaching empathy, and more insights are
needed about the influence of an individual’s personality to develop effective tools for training individuals to be
empathetic toward others. Also, it is important to understand what factors will affect individuals’ empathetic response
to others, and cases where individuals are likely to act empathetic. Addressing these streams of research will play
an important role in building participatory space for policy deliberation. Mitigating conflicts within policy networks is
crucial for encouraging open participation. Consequently, developing metrics for measuring empathy and changes in
empathy requires greater attention.
More broadly, in keeping with the theme of the special issue, we have introduced policy informatics as a budding
research space for IS scholars to pay attention to. Several researchers have called attention to the fact that the IS
community has a responsibility to work toward designing a more sustainable and just society (see Desouza et al.
2006; Desouza et al., 2007). The grand challenges we face as a society are not going to get resolved without IS.
Among the suite of grand challenges we face as a society, building inclusive, participatory, and collaborative
platforms for governance remains one of the most salient. Simply put, without a capacity for inclusive governance
that is built on public participation and thoughtful deliberation, we will not advance causes of increasing literacy,
reduction in poverty, sustainability of our planet, and overall increase in the quality of life of the world's population.
Policy informatics seeks to advance the study of how we design, implement, and evaluate computational and
communicational technologies that advance the goals of participatory, collaborative, and transparent governance.
Today, public managers and agencies are experimenting with technology, often with limited success. Consider three
illustrative cases:


Sometimes, in the mercurial world of social media, not responding can be the best answer. During Rahm
Emanual’s campaign for mayor of Chicago, someone created a fake Twitter feed in his name at
http://twitter.com/mayoremanuel. Many people and agencies overlook the importance of claiming their
names in social media, often with embarrassing or regrettable results. In this case, the fake feed portrayed a
fake candidate Emanual’s insight, with his legendary ‘colorful’ language, in a witty but expletive-filled Twitter
feed. Some might say this was not really a social media mishap since it didn’t hurt his campaign and even
elevated his name among possible voters. Eventually, the fake feed was more popular than his office feed,
and yet he coasted to win the election for mayor of Chicago.



In December 2011, during his presidential campaign, Rick Perry released a YouTube video making a bold
statement extolling Christian values and decrying gays serving in the military. Choosing social media as a
vehicle to make a religious and social statement in a political campaign may have been ill-advised (and it
8
was reported that it was advised against by a staffer ). Within hours of the release, a ‘gay Perry’ meme was
born. The reaction was documented on YouTube, where voters can vote a video up or down. In real time,
Perry was able to gauge the reception of his ad campaign, for better or for worse. Within two days, the ad
had garnered more than 300,000 reviews but 98% of them were negative. The poor reception of the video
and the incredibly negative rating became the story, instead of Perry’s message. By the third day, the

8
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campaign had disabled the ‘like or dislike’ function on the YouTube video, but not before the video spawned
10
a cohort of dissenting responses, both in video and in image, and grown into a full-blown meme.


General Services Administration’s foray into crowd-sourcing information via Wikis and social media has
been criticized for lax involvement and oversight. Spam, inappropriate comments, and even malware links
left on the sites due to inadequate moderation diminished the value of the resources. The invasion of spam
on a social media site creates the sense of neglect and also impedes users finding actual useful
11
information, not to mention diminishing the reputation of the host agency.

These are just some of the many examples that show us how communicational technologies are being utilized
before being understood. Research should influence practice. Toward this end, policy informatics is applied in its
focus. It is not focused on simply arriving at theoretical knowledge, but like Simon's [1969] view of the Sciences of
the Artificial, it seeks to influence design and practice. Policy informatics embeds its stakeholders within the research
programs. The value of a policy informatics research project is gauged by how the knowledge benefited
stakeholders toward the end of building platforms for inclusive, collaborative, and transparent governance.

VI. CONCLUSION
To navigate the issues and challenges of complex policy deliberations, we need to broaden the conversation among
diverse communities and policy makers to recognize the claims of other members as legitimate. In other words, to
have an understanding of the situation of others, we need to design platforms for collective deliberation to resolve
complex and policy challenges affecting interdependent communities. In this article, policy informatics is presented
as an emerging research space to navigate through the challenges of complex layers of uncertainty within
governance processes. We believe that research streams from the IS domain could benefit public administration and
policy research in ways that would lead to a richer understanding of the role of IS in public policy and governance.
The field of policy informatics enables us to leverage information in previously impractical ways, and facilitate
authentic and useful deliberation among diverse stakeholders. Blending new forms of technology allows for the
creation of synthetic environments that mimic real life situations, and provides an opportunity to understand the
claims of other stakeholders. Empathy as a concept illuminates the capacity to understand the experiences and
perspectives of others related to a particular situation. Through our discussion of the concept of empathy, we
highlight the role of technology in creating synthetic environments to afford participants the ability to understand the
situation and perspectives of others. Finally, we argue that synthetic environments are dynamic representations of
reality that provide a unique participatory platform for fostering and disseminating empathy among users. These
platforms enable the inclusion of others in policy deliberations, thereby allowing participants to experience and
perceive the problems faced by other members. This helps them identify shared value spaces and collectively
deliberate on complex public issues of their interest. Although technology enables connections, the value of these
connections is realized through the design of the platforms. The potential benefits of technology depend upon the
design of the participatory platforms; if we want to realize the potential of a more connected society, it is necessary
to consider the quality of the connection and the empathy they engender.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
This material is based upon work supported by the National Science Foundation (NSF) under Grant No. VOSS1143761, 0838206, and 0838295 & Grant No. SES-0951366 Decision Center for a Desert City (DCDC). Any
opinions, findings, and conclusions or recommendations expressed in this material are those of the author and do
not necessarily reflect the views of the National Science Foundation (NSF).

REFERENCES
Editor’s Note: The following reference list contains hyperlinks to World Wide Web pages. Readers who have the
ability to access the Web directly from their word processor or are reading the article on the Web can gain direct
access to these linked references. Readers are warned, however, that:
1. These links existed as of the date of publication but are not guaranteed to be working thereafter.
2. The contents of Web pages may change over time. Where version information is provided in the
References, different versions may not contain the information or the conclusions referenced.
3. The author(s) of the Web pages, not AIS, is (are) responsible for the accuracy of their content.
4. The author(s) of this article, not AIS, is (are) responsible for the accuracy of the URL and version
information.
9

http://blog.chron.com/rickperry/2011/12/using-youtube-perry-proves-to-be-all-thumbs/; http://blog.chron.com/rickperry/2011/12/new-perry-addisables-the-dislike-button-on-youtube/; http://blog.chron.com/rickperry/2011/12/the-blowback-from-perrys-ad/
10
http://knowyourmeme.com/memes/rick-perrys-strong-ad
11
http://fcw.com/articles/2011/10/05/gsa-wiki-spam.aspx?sc_lang=en

Volume 33

Article 21

375

Authier, J. (1986) "Showing Warmth and Empathy" in Hargie, O. (ed.) A Handbook of Communication Skills,
London, England: Croom Helm, pp. 441–465.
Barker, R.L. (2003) The Social Work Dictionary, 5th edition, Washington, D.C.: NASW Press.
Barreteau, O., C. Page, and P. Perez (2007) “Contribution of Simulation and Gaming to Natural Resource
Management Issues: An Introduction”, Simulation & Gaming, (38)2, pp. 185–194.
Black, A. (1998) “Empathic Design. User Focused Strategies for Innovation” in Proceedings of New Product
Development, IBC conferences, London, England.
Brown,
R.
(2011)
“Localocracy
Bought
by
Huffington
Post”,
Mass
High
Tech
http://www.masshightech.com/stories/2011/10/03/daily1-Localocracy-bought-by-Huffington-Post.html (current
Nov. 21, 2012).
Camargo, M.E., P.R. Jacobi and R. Ducrot, (2007) “Role-Playing Games for Capacity Building in Water and Land
Management: Some Brazilian Experiences”, Simulation & Gaming, (38)4, pp. 472–493.
Carpini, M.X.D., F.L. Cook and L.R. Jacobs (2004) “Public Deliberation, Discursive Participation, and Citizen
Engagement”, Annual Review of Political Sciences, (7), pp. 315–344.
Catlaw, T.J. and G.M. Jordon (2009) “Public Administration and ‘The Lives of Others’: Towards an Ethics of
Collaboration”, Administration & Society, (41)3, pp. 290–312.
Desouza, K.C. (2011) "Defining Policy Informatics", 2011 http://kevindesouza.net/2011/08/defining-policyinformatics/ (current Nov. 21, 2012).
Desouza, K.C. (2012) “Leveraging the Wisdom of Crowds through Participatory Platforms: Designing and Planning
Smart Cities”, Planetizen: Planning, Design & Development, www.planetizen.com/node/55051 (current Mar. 5,
2012).
Desouza, K.C. and A. Bhagwatwar (2012a) “Leveraging Technologies in Public Agencies: The Case of the US
Census Bureau and the 2010 Census”, Public Administration Review, (72)4, pp. 605–614.
Desouza, K.C. and A. Bhagwatwar (2012b) “Citizen Apps to Solve Complex Urban Problems”, Journal of Urban
Technology, Forthcoming.
Desouza, K.C., O.A. El Sawy, R.D. Galliers, C. Loebbeckee and R.T. Watson, (2006) “Beyond Rigor and Relevance
towards Responsibility and Reverberation: Information Systems Research That Really Matters”,
Communications of the Association of Information Systems, (17)1, pp. 341–353.
Desouza, K.C. and E.W. Johnston (In Preparation) Policy Informatics, Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.
Desouza, K.C., P. Ein-Dor, D.J. McCubbrey, R.D. Galliers, M.D. Myers and R.T. Watson (2007) “Social Activism in
Information Systems Research: Making the World a Better Place”, Communications of the Association of
Information Systems, (19)3. pp. 261–277.
Desouza, K.C. and Y.A. Lin (2011) “Towards Evidence-Driven Policy Design: Complex Adaptive Systems and
Computational Modeling”, The Innovation Journal: The Public Sector Innovation Journal, (16)1, Article 7, pp.
1-19..
Dionnet, M., M. Kuper, A. Hammani and P. Garin (2008) “Combining Role-Playing Games and Policy Simulation
Exercises: An Experience with Moroccan Smallholder Farmers”, Simulation & Gaming, (39)4, pp. 498–514.
Dourish, P. (2006) “Implications for Design” in Proceedings of CHI ’06, New York, NY: ACM Press, pp. 541–550.
Dray, A., P. Perez, C. Le Page, P. D’Aquino and I. White (2007) “Who Wants to Terminate the Game? The Role of
Vested Interests and Metaplayers in the ATOLLGAME Experience”, Simulation & Gaming, (38)4, pp. 495–
511.
Fabri, M., D.J. Moore and D.J. Hobbs (2005, September) “Empathy and Enjoyment in Instant Messaging”, in
McKinnon, L. et al. (eds.) Proceedings of 19th British HCIGroup Annual Conference (HCI2005), Edinburgh,
UK.
Feng, J., J. Lazar and J. Preece (2004) “Empathy and Online Interpersonal Trust: A Fragile Relationship”, Behavior
and Information Technology, (23)2, pp. 97–106.
Gastil, J. (2000) “Is Face-to-Face Citizen Deliberation a Luxury or a Necessity?”, Political Communication, (17)4, pp.
357–361.

Volume 33
376

Article 21

Gerdes, K.E. and E.A. Segal (2009) “A Social Work Model of Empathy”, Advances in Social Work, (10)2, pp. 114–
127.
Gerdes, K.E. and E.A. Segal (2011) “Importance of Empathy for Social Work Practice: Integrating New Science”,
Social Work, (56)2, pp. 141–148.
Halpern, J. (2003) “What Is Clinical Empathy?”, Journal of General Internal Medicine, (18)8, pp. 670–674.
Haung, C. and D. Hutema (2009) “Learning Through Games? Evaluating the Learning Effect of a Policy Exercise on
European Climate Policy”, Journal of Air Transport Management, (17)3, pp. 199–205.
Hoffman, M.L. (1987) “The Contribution of Empathy to Justice and Moral Judgment”, in Eisenberg N. and J. Strayer
(eds.) Empathy and Its Development, Cambridge, England: Cambridge University Press, pp. 47–80.
Hoffman, M.L. (2000) Empathy and Moral Development: Implications for Caring and Justice, New York, NY:
Cambridge University Press.
Hojat, M., J.S. Gonnella, T.J. Nasca, S. Mangione, M. Vergare and M. Magee (2002) “Physician Empathy: Definition,
Components, Measurement, and Relationship to Gender and Specialty”, American Journal of Psychiatry,
(159), pp. 1563–1569.
Howard, A. (2010) “Open Government in California: Connecting Citizens to eServices with Social Media”,
http://gov20.govfresh.com/open-government-in-california-connecting-citizens-to-eservices-with-social-media
(current May 12, 2012).
Ickes, W. (1993) “Empathic Accuracy”, Journal of Personality, (61)4, pp. 587–610.
Irving, P. and D. Dickson (2004) “Empathy: Towards a Conceptual Framework for Health Professionals”,
International Journal of Health Care Quality Assurance, (17)4, pp. 212–220.
Janaagraha (2010) “Janmahiti Report”, http://ipaidabribe.com/downloads/Janamahiti_eng.pdf (current April 16,
2012).
Jarmon, L., and E. Keating (2008). “Nano Scenario: Role-playing to Appreciate the Societal Effects of
Nanotechnology”, Simulation & Gaming, (39)2, pp. 282-301.
Johnston, E.W. (2010) “Governance Infrastructure in 2020”, Public Administration Review (Dec., Special Issue), pp.
S122–S128.
Johnston, E.W. and D. Hansen (2011) “Design Lessons for Smart Governance Infrastructures”, in Ink, D. (eds.)
American Governance 3.0: Rebooting the Public Square?, Armonk, NY: National Academy of Public
Administration.
Johnston, E.W. and Y. Kim (2011) “Introduction to the Special Issue on Policy Informatics”, The Innovation Journal,
(16)1, Article 1.
Keller, J.P., K.C. Desouza and Y. Lin (2010) “Dismantling Terrorist Networks: Evaluating Strategic Options Using
Agent-Based Modeling”, Technology Forecasting and Social Change, (77)7, pp. 1014–1036.
Kettl, D.F. (2000) “The Transformation of Governance: Globalization, Devolution, and the Role of Government”,
Public Administration Review, (60)6, pp. 488–497.
Kim, Y., E.W. Johnston and H.S. Kang (2011) "A Computational Approach to Managing Performance Dynamics of
Networked Governance Systems”, Public Performance & Management Review, (34)4, pp. 580–597.
Koontz, T.M. and C.W. Thomas (2006) “What Do We Know and Need to Know About the Environmental Outcomes
of Collaborative Management?”, Public Administration Review, (66), pp. 111–121.
Koskinen, I., K. Battarbee and T. Mattelmaki (2003) Empathic Design: User Experience in Product Design, Helsinki,
Finland: IT-Press.
Kriz, W.C. (2003) “Creating Effective Learning Environments and Learning Organizations through Gaming
Simulation Design”, Simulation & Gaming, (34)4, pp. 495–511.
Levenson, R.W. and A.M. Ruef (1992) “Empathy: A Physiological Substrate”, Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, (63)2, pp. 234–246.
Lipps, T. (1903) “Einfühlung, inner Nachahmung, und Organaempfindaungen. Archiv für die gesamte psychologie”
(1), pp. 465–519. [Translated as “Empathy, Inner Imitation and Sense-Feelings” in M.M. Rader (ed.) (1979) A
Modern Book of Esthetics, 5th edition, pp. 374–382), New York, NY: Holt, Rinehart and Winston].

Volume 33

Article 21

377

McWhinney, I. (1989) "The Need for a Transformed Clinical Method" in Stewart, M. and D. Roter (eds)
Communicating with Medical Patients, London, England: Sage Publications, pp. 51–64.
Miaskiewicz, T. and D.E. Monarchi (2008) "A Review of the Literature on the Empathy Construct Using Cluster
Analysis", Communications of the Association for Information Systems, (22) Article 7, pp. 7-8.
Morrell, M.E. (2010) Empathy and Democracy: Feeling, Thinking and Deliberation, University Park, PA: The
Pennsylvania State University Press.
Nightingale, S.D., and M.S. Greenberg (1991) “Sympathy, Empathy, and Physician Resource Utilization”, Journal of
General Internal Medicine, (6), pp. 420–423.
Pfeil, U. and P. Zaphiris (2007) “Patterns of Empathy in Online Communication” in Proceedings of CHI 2007–The
ACM Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems, 28 April–3 May, San Jose, CA.
Preece, J.J. and K. Ghozati (2001) “Experiencing Empathy Online” in Rice, R. R. and J. E. Katz (eds.) The Internet
and Health Communication: Experience and Expectations (pp. 237–260), Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage
Publications.
Segal, E. (2007a) “Social Empathy: A New Paradigm to Address Poverty”, Journal of Poverty, (11)3, pp. 65–81.
Segal, E. (2007b) “Social Empathy: A Tool to Address the Contradiction of the Working but Still Poor”, The Journal
of Contemporary Social Service, (88)3, pp. 333–337.
Segal, E. (2011) “Social Empathy: A Model Built on Empathy Contextual Understanding, and Social Responsibility
That Promotes Social Justice”, Journal of Social Service Research, (37)3, pp. 266–277.
Simon, H.A. (1969) The Sciences of the Artificial, Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.
Szalavitz, M. (2012a) “How Not to Raise a Bully: The Early Roots of Empathy”, Time Science,
http://www.time.com/time/health/article/0,8599,1982190,00.html (current Nov. 21, 2012).
Szalavitz, M. (2012b) “Why Republicans and Democrats Can’t Feel Each Other’s Pain: A New Study Shows Why
Empathy Doesn't Cross the Political Aisle”, Time Healthland, http://healthland.time.com/2012/04/04/whyrepublicans-and-democrats-cant-feel-each-others-pain/?hpt=hp_t2 (current Nov. 21, 2012).
Turkle, S. (2011) Alone Together: Why We Expect More from Technology and Less from Each Other, New York,
NY: Basic Books.
Williamson, A. and A. Fung (2004) “Public Deliberation: Where Are We and Where Can We Go?”, National Civic
Review, (93)4, pp. 3–15.
Wright, P. and J. McCarthy (2008, April 5-10) “Empathy and Experience in HCI” in Proceeding of the Twenty-Sixth
Annual SIGCHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems, Florence, Italy. n.p. (2012).
"Empathetic Children More Likely to Effectively Manage Stress, Behave Prosocially", Medical News Today
http://www.medicalnewstoday.com/releases/248570.php (current Nov. 21, 2012).

ABOUT THE AUTHORS
Rashmi Krishnamurthy is a doctoral student in the School of Public Affairs at Arizona State University. Her
research is focused on the role of informational technology in collaborative decision-making. Her current project
includes application of virtual reality technology in understanding the determinants of collaborative decision-making
under conditions of uncertainty as they relate to water scarcity issues. Ms. Krishnamurthy received her M.Phil. in
Law & Governance from Jawaharlal Nehru University, India, in 2008, and Masters in Public Administration from the
University of Madras, India, in 2010.
Kevin C. Desouza serves as the Associate Dean for Research at the College of Public Programs and is an
associate professor in the School of Public Affairs at Arizona State University. He has held previous academic
appointments at the University of Washington, Virginia Tech, London School of Economics and Political Science,
University of the Witwatersrand, and University of Ljubljana, among others. Desouza has authored, coauthored,
and/or edited nine books, the most recent being Intrapreneurship: Managing Ideas within Your Organization
(University of Toronto Press, 2011). He has published more than 125 articles in the areas of information systems,
public administration, strategic management, and organizational design. His work has also been featured by a
number of publications such as Sloan Management Review, Harvard Business Review, Businessweek,
Computerworld, and Government Health IT, among others. Desouza has received over $1.4 million in research
funding from both private and government organizations.

Volume 33
378

Article 21

Erik W. Johnston is an Associate Professor in the School of Public Affairs at Arizona State University and the
Director of the Center for Policy Informatics. His research looks at how technology enables more sophisticated policy
analysis and governance infrastructures and promotes collective decision-making. Dr. Johnston earned a PhD in
Information and a Certificate in Complex Systems from the University of Michigan. He is a two-time NSF IGERT
fellow, in the STIET (Socio-Technical Infrastructure for Electronic Transactions) and IDEAS (Institutions, Diversity,
Emergence, Adaptation, and Structures) programs.
Akshay Bhagwatwar is a doctoral student in Information Systems at the Kelley School of Business, Indiana
University. His research focuses on virtual collaboration, business process change, and policy informatics. His
research has been published in the Journal of Management Information Systems, Public Administration Review,
Information Systems Management Journal, and other journals, as well as in conferences including the Hawaii
International Conference on System Sciences, Australasian Conference on Information Systems, and Americas
Conference on Information Systems. Mr. Bhagwatwar received his Masters in Information Management from
Information School, University of Washington in 2010 and Bachelor of Engineering in Information Technology from
University of Mumbai, India, in 2008.

Volume 33

Article 21

379

Copyright © 2013 by the Association for Information Systems. Permission to make digital or hard copies of all or part
of this work for personal or classroom use is granted without fee provided that copies are not made or distributed for
profit or commercial advantage and that copies bear this notice and full citation on the first page. Copyright for
components of this work owned by others than the Association for Information Systems must be honored.
Abstracting with credit is permitted. To copy otherwise, to republish, to post on servers, or to redistribute to lists
requires prior specific permission and/or fee. Request permission to publish from: AIS Administrative Office, P.O.
Box 2712 Atlanta, GA, 30301-2712, Attn: Reprints; or via email from ais@aisnet.org.

Volume 33
380

Article 21

..
ISSN: 1529-3181

EDITOR-IN-CHIEF
Matti Rossi
Aalto University
AIS PUBLICATIONS COMMITTEE
Virpi Tuunainen
Vice President Publications
Aalto University
Robert Zmud
AIS Region 1 Representative
University of Oklahoma

Matti Rossi
Editor, CAIS
Aalto University
Phillip Ein-Dor
AIS Region 2 Representative
Tel-Aviv University

Suprateek Sarker
Editor, JAIS
University of Virginia
Bernard Tan
AIS Region 3 Representative
National University of Singapore

CAIS ADVISORY BOARD
Gordon Davis
University of Minnesota
Jay Nunamaker
University of Arizona

Ken Kraemer
University of California at
Irvine
Henk Sol
University of Groningen

M. Lynne Markus
Bentley University

Richard Mason
Southern Methodist University

Ralph Sprague
University of Hawaii

Hugh J. Watson
University of Georgia

CAIS SENIOR EDITORS
Steve Alter
University of San Francisco

Michel Avital
Copenhagen Business School

CAIS EDITORIAL BOARD
Monica Adya

Dinesh Batra

Tina Blegind Jensen

Indranil Bose

Marquette University

Florida International University

Copenhagen Business School

Indian Institute of Management
Calcutta

Tilo Böhmann

Thomas Case

Tom Eikebrokk

Harvey Enns

University of Hamburg

Georgia Southern University

University of Agder

University of Dayton

Andrew Gemino

Matt Germonprez

Mary Granger

Douglas Havelka

Simon Fraser University

University of Nebraska at Omaha

George Washington University

Miami University

Shuk Ying (Susanna) Ho

Jonny Holmström

Damien Joseph

K.D. Joshi

Australian National University

Umeå University

Nanyang Technological University Washington State University

Michel Kalika

Karlheinz Kautz

Julie Kendall

Nelson King

University of Paris Dauphine

Copenhagen Business School

Rutgers University

American University of Beirut

Hope Koch

Nancy Lankton

Claudia Loebbecke

Paul Benjamin Lowry

Baylor University

Marshall University

University of Cologne

City University of Hong Kong

Don McCubbrey

Fred Niederman

Shan Ling Pan

Katia Passerini

University of Denver

St. Louis University

National University of Singapore

New Jersey Institute of Technology

Jan Recker

Jackie Rees

Jeremy Rose

Saonee Sarker

Queensland University of
Technology

Purdue University

Aarhus University

Washington State University

Raj Sharman

Thompson Teo

Heikki Topi

Arvind Tripathi

State University of New York at
Buffalo

National University of Singapore

Bentley University

University of Auckland Business
School

Frank Ulbrich

Chelley Vician

Padmal Vitharana

Fons Wijnhoven

Newcastle Business School

University of St. Thomas

Syracuse University

University of Twente

Vance Wilson

Yajiong Xue

Worcester Polytechnic Institute

East Carolina University

DEPARTMENTS
Information Systems and
Healthcare

Information Technology and
Systems

Papers in French

Debate

Editor: Michel Kalika

Karlheinz Kautz

Editor: Vance Wilson

ADMINISTRATIVE
James P. Tinsley
AIS Executive Director

Editors: Dinesh Batra and Andrew
Gemino

Meri Kuikka
CAIS Managing Editor
Aalto University

Copyediting by
S4Carlisle Publishing Services

Volume 33

Article 21

381

